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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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4) __ Claim(s) 1.3.7 and 11-19 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment mailed August 31 , 2004. Claims 1 , 
3, 7 and 1 1 were amended rendering claims 1-3, 7 and 1 1-19 pending. 

New Matter - 35 U.S. C.112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 

♦ 7 1 £ rt P erta,ns ' or with which ft is most near| y connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 3 and 7, 11-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as 
to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time 
the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. In instant claims 1 , 
3, 7 and 1 1, the broader phrase "J ref is a reference critical energy value" and "d ref is a 
reference thickness" are not supported by the specification. There is proper support for 
the original disclosure of "J ref is a reference critical energy value of polyvinyl butyral 
(PVB) film and is equal to 35,100 J/m2 for a temperature of 20° C drawing rate of 100 
mm/min applied to the PVB film; and d ref is a reference thickness which corresponds to 
that of the PVB film and is equal to 0.38 mm." Paragraph 0044 on page 9 and 
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paragraph 0049 on page 10 do not give sufficient support for "J ref is a reference critical 
energy value" and "d ref is a reference thickness" as argued by Applicant. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth ,n section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patertedTnd 
• the pnor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at^e time the 

SS^^^^M !°k 3 perSOn havin£J ordinary ski " in the artt0 which saj d subject matter pertains 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 7, 11, 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marc Rehfeld et al. (U.S. 5,478,615). 

Rehfeld discloses a laminated glazing with a plastic interlayer having properties 
of acoustic insulation (column 7, lines 28-35) where the glazing has two glass sheets 
having an interlayer (column 7, lines 34-35) and mechanical properties (column 2, lines 
55-57). Rehfeld discloses the interlayer is a polymeric film (column 4, lines 59-65) 
where the interlayer has a critical frequency (column 2, lines 13-15) and comprises PVB 
(column 4, lines 53-56). The reference discloses a bar of 9 cm long and 3 cm wide, 
where the laminated glass comprises glass sheets of 4mm thick (column 5, lines 44-48). 
Rehfeld does not explicitly disclose the intermediate thickness is equal to dref J ref /J c , or 
the critical frequency value. The thickness of the intermediate layer and critical 
frequency value are optimizable features which directly affect and enhance the damping 
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property of the laminated glass pane by improving the durability and flexibility of the 
laminated glazing. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
optimize the intermediate layer because discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 USPQ 215. 
Additionally, Rehfeld discloses varying the glass thickness (column 2, lines 1-10). 
Rehfeld does not explicitly teach the loss factor, shear modulus, critical energy value or 
tearing resistance. These features are directly related to the specific laminated glazing 
materials used. Since the reference uses the same intermediate layer with the claimed 
acoustic and mechanical property criteria, the loss factor, shear modulus, critical energy 
value and tearing resistance would be expected to be the same as claimed, absent a 
showing of unexpected results. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103(a) 

6. Claims 3, 1 1 , 1 5 and 1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gamier et al. (U.S. 5,478,615). 

Gamier discloses a laminated window comprising at least one glass sheet and 
on an intermediate film having a loss factor greater than 0.6 and a shear modulus 
smaller than 2x1 0 7 N/m 2 in a temperature range of between 10 and 60 and in a 
frequency range of between 50 and 10,000 Hz (column 4, lines 16-24) with improved 
acoustic performance (column 3, lines 65-67) and improvement of the mechanical 
properties (column 4, lines 35-45). The reference further discloses the window is made 
of two glass sheets, where one layer comprises PVB (column 5, lines 10-16). Gamier 
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does not explicitly disclose the intermediate thickness is equal to dref J ref /J c , or the 
critical frequency value. The thickness of the intermediate layer and critical frequency 
value are optimizable features which directly affect and enhance the damping property 
of the laminated glass pane by improving the durability and flexibility of the laminated 
glazing. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to optimize the 
intermediate layer because discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 USPQ 215. Gamier does not 
explicitly teach the critical energy value or tearing resistance. These features are 
directly related to the specific laminated glazing materials used. Since the reference 
uses the same intermediate layer with the claimed acoustic and mechanical property 
criteria, the critical energy value and tearing resistance would be expected to be the 
same as claimed, absent a showing of unexpected results. 

7. Claims 12-13 and 18-19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. The closest prior art does not 
teach or suggest the recited laminated glazing article further including wherein the 
polymer film is a composite comprising a polymer and reinforcing fibers embedded in 
the polymer. 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant submits in the amendment filed on March 1 5, 2004, in which subject 
matter related to a reference critical energy value PVB film was deleted from claims 1 , 
3, 7 and 1 1 has support in the originally filed specification in paragraph 0044 on page 9 
and in paragraph 0049 on page 1 0. In instant claims 1 , 3, 7 and 1 1 , the broader phrase 
"Jref is a reference critical energy value" and "d ref is a reference thickness" are not 
supported by the specification. There is proper support for the original disclosure of "J ref 
is a reference critical energy value of polyvinyl butyral (PVB) film and is equal to 35,100 
J/m2 for a temperature of 20° C drawing rate of 1 00 mm/min applied to the PVB film; 
and d ref is a reference thickness which corresponds to that of the PVB film and is equal 
to 0.38 mm." Paragraph 0044 on page 9 and paragraph 0049 on page 10 do not give 
sufficient support for "J ref is a reference critical energy value" and "d ref is a reference 
thickness" as argued by Applicant. 

Arguments to rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marc 
Rehfeld et al. (U.S. 5,478,615) have been considered but are unpersuasive. Applicant 
argues Rehfeld does not disclose an intermediate layer that satisfies mechanical 
strength criteria based upon tearing resistance characteristics. 
The tearing resistance is directly related to the specific laminated glazing materials 
used. Since the reference uses the same intermediate layer with the claimed acoustic 
and mechanical property criteria, the tearing resistance would be expected to be the 
same as claimed, absent a showing of unexpected results. 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Friedman et al 
(U.S. 5,908,704) in view of Hamdi et al (U.S. 5,598,669) is withdrawn because the 
reference does not explicitly teach acoustical properties. 



Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lawrence Ferguson whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1522. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 9:00 AM 
-5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rena Dye, can be reached on 571-272-31 86. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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